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statement  made  before  the  San  FranciBCO  Planning  OommisBion  at  the  hearing  Sept.  27,  1975 

on  the  Airport  exoansion  ^@t^ 

The  Environmental  Pollution  Committee  of  the  San  Mateo  County  Medical  Society 
believee  that  the  preeent  EIRdoee  not,  any  more  than  its  predeceaeors,  adequately 
evaluate  the  factors  of  air,  water,  noise,  ai£  solid  waste  pollution,  all  of  which  are 
admittedly  detrimental  to  health.    The  EIR  also  contains  the  same  inadequate  consid- 
eration of  mitigation  of  the  increase  caused  by  Airport  expansion  of  all  these  forms 
of  pollution. 

Because  air  and  water  pollution  are  row  in  the  process  of  being  lessened  by  con- 
trol of  automobile  emissione  and  bv  new  sewage  treatment  plants  does  not  mean  that  by 
1965  there  will  be  no  more  air  and  water  ^lution.     It  merely  means  that, hopefully,  such 
pollution  will  h(ive  been  reduced  to  an  amount  that  is  reasonably  compatible  with  health- 
ful and  pleasant  living  conditions  at  present  population  levels.     If  amounts  of  pollu- 
tants in  the  air  end  water  are  at  least  doubled  in  the  Airport  area  by  the  doubled  pas- 
senger load  we  could  well  be  back  to  unacceptable  levels  of  pollu^tion  even  if  the 
hoped-for  goals  of    emissions  and  effluent  are  achieved  by  1965* 

But  in  considering  air  oollution,  the  wny  present  up-grading  of  automobile  stan- 
dards keeps  being  postponed,  it  is  questionable  whether  such  high'   standards  as  the  EIR 
contemplates  will  have  been  reached.    Also  while  no  increase  in  numb er^p lane  op eratione 
is  expected  due  to  use  of  larger  planes,  the  supposed  lessened  air  ^^lution  by  such 
planes  ie  still  questionable  as  far  as  oxides  of  nitrogen  and  carbon  monoxide  are  con- 
cerned* 


The  only  active  mitigation  of  air  pollufftion  by  traffic  which  is  considered  by  the 
KIR  is  a  station  for  the  very  problematical  advent  of  BART,  which  is  not  under  the  con- 
trol of  the  Airport.     "Encouragement"  ie  to  he  given  to  upgrading  of  other  forme  of  mase 
transit,  but  since  greatly  increased  parking  fecilities  are  part  of  the  Airport  expan- 
sion plan,  it  is  extremely  doubtful  whether  ar/y  more  active  support  will  be  given  by 
the  Airport  to  this  one  possible  way  of  decreasing  private  automobile  travel  to  the  Air- 
port. 

The  new  treatment  and  Bay  outfall  facilities  for  treatment  end  dispoaal  of  human 
and  industrial  wastewater  will  be  required,  even  if  the  Airoort  is  not  enlar>^ed,  to  up- 
grade only  to  acceptable  secondary  treatment  standards  the  present  subetendard  sewage 
treatment  at  the  Airport,    The  California  Medical  Association  hps  recommende*  the  goal 
of  tertiary  treatment  for  ell  sewat^e,  and  this  type  of  treatment  is  not  considered  in 
the  SIR, 

Our  Committee  believes  that  these  adverse  effects  on  health  just  mentioned  hqve 
mot  been  justified  in  the  EIR  by  any  sufficient  demonstration  of  a  nrep^nt  nef?d  for  Air- 
port expansion.    The  figures  used  are  based  on  pbDulation  growth  and  plMne  'jrp^e  studies 
done  several  years  ago  which  are  not  being  borne  out  as  corre^^t  at  the  present  time, 
jrowth  on  the  Peninsula  has  decreased.     Many  plane  flights  are  arriving  and  deoarting 
far  from  com|iletely  filled.     And  only  this  week  the  Lockheed  Company  reported  a  possible 
default  on  its  loans  due  to  the  drop  in  air  passenger  loads,.  There  has  bIpo  been  no 
consideration  in  the  EIR  of  ooseible  future  fuel  sf'ortni^er  which  mit;bt  necciiflitate  a 
drop  in  even  present  plane  utilization. 

Finally,  we  believe  there  has  been  inadequnlc  ctudy  of  pn'.-;3Pnc;;<'r   ientinnt:on  rf— 
Irjted  to  Airport  uee.     If  this  were  properly  nnsorBcd   it  mii^ht  well  pnir.t  t.ownrd  in- 
oreoeed  upe  of  other  facilities  acroes  the  Bay  if  need  for  e>fp«-nL'ion  dc^eo  cxi'jt,  Thia 
would  cut  down  on  the  amount  of  doI  luting  tr-ivel  to  all  Airporta, 

For  these  reasons  we  urge  further  and  -lore  adenurite  study,  done  to  t^ie  ixatieffc- 
tion  of  judges  not  economically  involved  in  the  excnnslon,  beforf   plan;?  qre  pcorovfrd  for 
ich  a  malor  facility  whose  impact  will  be  irreverr:ible.  ,    z;:^     ^       •  ,    -    ,  , 


City  Planning  Commission 

100  Larkin  Street 

San  Francisco,  California 

Attn:  Walter  Newman 

President  of  the  Commission 


The  @ 
Okamoto 
Associates  Inc. 

Planners  and  Architects 
Rai  Y.  Okamoto  FAIA  AlP 
Pier  1 1/2  The  Embarcadero 
San  Francisco  Ca  94111 
415-981-4842 

October  8,  1973 


Dear  Mr.  Newman: 

I  would  like  to  submit  herewith  a  statement  regarding  the  proposed  expansion  of  the 
San  Francisco  International  Airport  in  your  hearing  on  the  draft  environmental  impact 
report  thereon. 

As  a  resident  of  San  Francisco ,  and  one  who  maintains  his  professional  offices  here , 
I  am  deeply  concerned  both  as  a  private  citizen  and  as  an  architect /planner ,  with  the 
rational  management  of  all  forms  of  transportation,  with  regard  to  their  economic, 
social,  environmental  and  esthetic  impacts.    My  familiarity  with  the  problems  of 
aviation  transportation  was  enhanced  by  service  as  a  member  of  the  Congressionally 
created  Aviation  Advisory  Commission,  from  late  1970  until  early  this  year.   As  one 
of  the  three  non-aviation  members  of  the  nine  member  commission,  I  represented  the 
concerns  of  airport  access  and  other  transportation  modes ,  community  involvement 
and  environmental  impact.    I  am  enclosing  a  copy  of  our  report,  and  a  supplementary 
document  which  I  prepared,  and  would  like  to  call  to  your  attention  certain  findings 
and  recommendations  which  might  bear  on  your  decision  to  approve  the  environmental 
impact  report. 

Airport  access  was  one  of  the  most  crucial  problems  studied  by  the  commission  and  its 
staff.    In  Volume  I,  Section  I,  pages  111  through  122,  the  requirements  and  forecasts 
regarding  airport  access  are  discussed.    It  is  partly  due  to  the  magnitude  of  forecast 
growth,  with  its  attendant  environmental  impact,  that  the  commission  and  its  staff  de- 
veloped and  recommended  the  principle  of  separation  of  short  haul  traffic  from  major 
airports  to  underutilized  airports  in  the  same  region.    Reference  to  Tables  A40  and 
A41  for  San  Francisco  indicates  the  estimated  airport  ground  access  demand  in  1985. 
and  the  possible  reduction  of  such  demand  by  utilizing  the  short  haul  off-load  principle, 
an  example  of  which  would  be  the  diversion  of  such  traffic  to  Oakland  International  Air- 
port or  other  underutilized  regional  airport.    Table  A42  translates  the  forecast  access 


requirements  into  familiar  ground  systems.    For  example,  in  1985,  San  Francisco, 
one  of  the  four  cities  in  group  II,  would  require  five  to  ten  lanes  of  freeway  and  two 
tracks  of  rail  rapid  transit  to  meet  the  estimated  15,000  to  30,000  trips  per  hour 
travel  demand. 

The  commission  found.  Section  I,  pages  445  to  453,  that  rapid  transit,  despite  its 
high  carrying  efficiency  and  reduced  environmental  impact,  could  not  always  be  jus- 
tified on  a  cost  effective  basis.    Hence  the  burden  would  continue  to  be  placed  on  con- 
ventional motor  vehicle  modes  of  access.    In  addition  to  the  off-loading  of  short  haul 
air  transportation,  the  concept  of  remote  processing  of  both  passengers  and  luggage 
was  studied  and  ultimately  recommended  as  a  further  means  of  reducing  the  impact 
of  ground  access  requirements,  and,  of  course,  in  turn,  of  minimizing  negative  en- 
vironmental impacts. 

While  the  environmental  impact  report  is  primarily  concerned  with  the  impacts  of 
proposals  as  advanced  for  expansion  of  the  airport,  I  suggest  that  some  of  the  above 
principles,  if  applied,  would  minimize  the  impacts  by  alleviating  the  need  for  certain 
aspects  of  the  proposed  expansion.   The  most  severe  criticism  of  an  environmental 
impact  report  which  focuses  on  the  expansion  activities  is  its  failure  to  recognize  the 
"access  tree"  or  system  aspect  of  aviation  transportation  in  the  sense  that  air  terminal 
activities  represent  only  one  segment  of  a  continuous  movement  system.  Therefore, 
expansion  activities  at  any  airport  cannot  be  examined  outside  of  the  context  of  the 
access  systems  which  serve  them.   While  the  problem  may  be  characterized  as  a  hen 
and  egg  situation,  it  is  also  true  that  one  cannot  exist  without  the  other. 

In  addition  to  airport  access,  another  major  area  of  concern  to  the  commission  was 
citizen  participation  in  airport  development.    It  has  been  stated  that  expansion  of  the 
San  Francisco  International  Airport  has  been  undertaken  in  conjunction  with  the  Regional 
Airport  Systems  Study  and  is  consistent  with  the  findings  and  recommendations  therein 
and  that  the  Regional  Airport  Systems  Study  was  conducted  within  a  community  partici- 
pation framework.   Without  wishing  to  criticize  the  participation  process  itself,  as  to 
the  breadth  and  depth  of  its  activities,  it  appears  nevertheless  true  that  the  primary  con- 
cern of  compensation  for  negative  impact  from  noise,  neighborhood  dislocation  and  dis- 
ruption, damage  to  the  eco-system,  etc,  ,  is  not  a  part  of  the  airport  expansion  program 
to  my  knowledge,  nor  were  there  specific  recommendations  in  this  regard  made  by  the 
Regional  Airport  Systems  Study.    Pages  579  through  590  of  Volume  I  of  the  Aviation 
Advisory  Commission  report  reproduce  a  consultant-prepared  report  on  citizen  partici- 
pation in  airport  development.   It  identifies  compensation  or  lack  thereof  as  heavily 
tributary  to  the  deadlock  in  airport  development.    "That  airport  development  which  may 
be  in  the  interest  of  the  general  public  does  create  costly  negative  impact  on  sub  sectors 
of  the  public,  and  that  improved  means  must  be  developed  to  avoid,  minimize  or  compen- 
sate for  those  negative  impacts.  "  Another  way  to  express  this  issue  would  be  to  say  that 
even  if  broad  scale  commimity  benefit  can  be  proven,  and  there  is  still  considerable  doubt 
about  this  point,  nevertheless  the  benefits  which  accrue  to  those  directly  impacted  en- 
vironmentally and  otherwise  by  airport  activity,  are  rarely  commensuaate  with  their  per- 
ception of  the  disbenefits  created  by  the  airport. 


The  commission  as  a  whole  was  unwilling  to  go  further  than  to  recommend  expenditure 
of  monies  to  improve  the  techniques  of  benefit  cost  analysis,  which  would  improve  the 
accuracy  in  determining  those  negatively  and  positively  impacted,  and  thus  to  form  the 
basis  for  appropriate  compensation.    To  use  highway  development  as  an  analogy,  it 
may  be  that  the  mounting  costs  of  litigation  and  court  action  may  well  approach  the 
amount  of  money  which  could  provide  compensation  for  negative  impact,  either  by 
direct  cash  outlay,  or  for  environmental  modifications  to  structures  and  grounds, 
in  order  to  offset  various  forms  of  negative  impact.    However,  where  a  community's 
social  integrity  is  threatened,  monetary  compensation  of  any  magnitude  would  seem 
inadequate,  and  therefore,  unless  air  traffic  control  procedures  can  be  modified  to 
minimize  or  eliminate  negative  impact,  only  a  political  resolution  of  the  problem  re- 
mains. 

While  the  issue  of  compensation  is  only  indirectly  related  to  an  analysis  of  the  environ- 
mental impact  report,  it  would  seem  an  appropriate  element  in  any  detailed  economic 
analyses  which  may  be  implied  or  be  a  part  of  the  impact  report.   Although  perhaps 
not  required  by  law,  compensation  as  discussed  here  should  appear  in  a  full  account- 
ing of  the  costs  of  the  impact  of  airport  activities ,  since  it  is  likely  that  persons  nega- 
tively impacted  will  seek  to  restore  their  environmental  equilibrium  at  significant 
personal  costs. 

I  would  be  pleased  to  meet  with  you  and  your  staff  to  discuss  elements  in  the  report. 


Sincerely, 

The  Okamoto  Associates 


Rai  Y.  tfeimoto 
RYO/mgv 
Ends. 


9  October  1973 


San  Francisco  City 
Department  of  City  Planning 
100  Larkin  Street 
San  Francisco,  Calif.  94102 

Dear  Sirs: 

1  am  writing  as  a  concerned  citizen  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  to  you 
concerning  my  comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  on  the  San 
Francisco  Airport  Expansion.     I  would  like  to  point  out  topics  which  I  feel 
have  been  inadequately  presented  in  the  hopes  that  they  can  be  more  fully 
covered  in  the  final  EIR.     Unfortunately,  my  time  is  rather  limited  now,  so 
that  I  cannot  at  this  time  delve  deeply  enough  into  the  background  material 
to  answer  some  of  the  questions  I  have.     I  hope  my  comments  will     spur  deeper 
investigation  so  that  those  deciding  whether  to  approve  the  airport  expansion 
will  have  enough  of  the  facts  that  they  need  to  reach  an  intelligent  decision. 

First,   I'd  like  to  speak  to  the  issue  of  growth.     There  is  a  growing  concern 
in  the  country  and  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  that  further  industrial  and 
population  growth  is  not  always  a  blessing,     Paul  Ehrlich  at  Stanford  started 
the  Zero  Population  Growth  movement  a  few  years  ago  because  be  was  very  con- 
cerned with  the  implications  of  too  many  people.     Dennis  Meadows  in  "The 
Limits  to  Growth",  New  American  Library,  New  York,   1972,   shows,  making 
a  few  assumptions  about  the  world  and  its  growth,   that  in  a  few  years,  if 
present  trends  continue,   raw  materials  would  be  significantly  reduced,  and 
pollution  would  be  high  enough  to  kill  a  majority  of  the  population.  He 
suggests  that  steps  be  taken  now  to  reduce  growth,   rather  than  wait  until 
the  symptoms  of  over  growth  are  present  and  irreversible.     On  a  more  local 
level,   small  communities  within  50  miles  of  San  Francisco  are  taking  steps 
to  limit  growth;     Palo  Alto  has  adopted  the  Livingstone  and  Blayney  report 
of  1971,  which  concludes  that  there  is  no  way  to  develop  the  foothills 
above  Palo  Alto  without  raising  the  tax  burden  to  the  residents  of  Palo  Alto; 
there  was  a  city  council  recall  vote  in  Los  Altos  recently  which  replaced  2 
councilmen  with  2  who  would  support  a  one  acre  minimum  zoning  ordinance; 

2  councilmen  and  the  mayor  of  Corte  Madera    were  recalled  for  approving  a 
large  shopping  center.     I  think  people  are  beginning  to  realize  that  growtli 
does  not  necessarily  improve  their  quality  of  life.     As  for  San  Francisco, 
the  air  port  is  in  San  Mateo  County,   so  that  the  noise,   traffic,  population, 
etc.,  problems  would  not  confront  San  Franciscans  directly  —  and  problems 
removed  from  sight  often  disappear  from  mind  as  well.     I  am  also  not  convinced 
that  the  benefits  to  San  Francisco  would  be  for  the  entire  population,  rather 
than  for  a  select  few  who  would  benefit  directly  from  increased  commerce, 
industry  and  tourism. 


City  of  San  Francisco 
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Expansion  of  an  airport  is  only  one  aspect  of  the  growth  of  a  city.     For  a 
more  complete  understanding  of  the  growth  question,   I  would  like  to  see  in- 
cluded in  the  EIR  the  projections  for  the  next  15  years  of  the  number  of 
tourists,   the  nvimber  of  conventioneers,  whether  the  hotels  and  convention 
centers  and  city  attraction  can  handle  them,   as  well  as  projected  trade  and 
commerce  figures. 

Let  me  turn  now  to  indivudual  points  in  the  draft  EIR  which  I  feel  are  in- 
adequately explained,   ignore  some  of  the  facts,  or  are  misleading. 

Growth-Inducing  Impact  (p  7).     The  14,000  additional  basic  jobs  plus  the  17,000 
additional  support  jobs  are  projected  to  increase  the  population  of  San  Mateo 
County  by  only  49,000.     Ed  Dickson  at  Stanford  Research  Institute,  Menlo  Park, 
tells  me  that  in  previous  studies,   each  primary  job  is  found  to  lead  to  a 
population  growth  of  8;   thus,   14,000  primary  jobs  should  produce  112,000  new 
residents.     That  is  understandable  if  one  assumes  that  each  of  the  14,000  to 
17,000  new  employees  has  a  family  consisting  of  a  spouse  and  slightly  less 
than  two  children.     It  may  be  that  living  costs  in  San  Mateo  County  are  high 
and  would  be  driven  still  higher  by  such  an  influx,   that  people  would  live 
elsewhere,   say  in  the  East  Bay,  further  straining  the  bay  bridge  connections. 
Furthermore,  not  mentioned  here,   is  the  strong  possibility  that  increased 
airport  facilities  would  induce  industrial  growth  in  the  airport  vicinity, 
furthur  compounding  the  growth  problem.     Finally,  the  most  logical  assumption 
concerning  growth  may  be  that  it  would  affect  only  a  few  areas,   thus  requiring 
many  new  public  services  in  these  selected  areas. 

Projected  Growth  in  Air  Passengers,  Bay  Area  Region  (Sec.   I,  p  3).     While  it 
is  not  stated  in  the  report,   I  believe  that  the  studies  were  based  on  a  1966 
projection  of  population  growth  in  the  Bay  Area.     Since  then,   growth  has 
slowed  and  projections  would  be  lower  than  in  1966,     Furthermore,   it  is  not 
clear  whether  greatly  increased  airport  facilities  would  merely  meet  or,  in 
fact,  generate  air  traffic  demand. 

Aircraft  Pollutants  (Sec.   II,  p  3).     Since  there  are  several  major  refineries 
in  the  Bay  Area   (Standard  Oil  in  Richmond,  Philips  66  in  Martinez,   and  76  a 
bit  north  of  Richmond)  and  since  they  most  likely  supply  a  portion  of  jet 
aircraft  fuel,  and  most  likely  pollute  the  environment  somewhat  in  the  process, 
in  addition  to  possible  oil  spills  from  oil  tankers,  an  appropriate  amount 
should  be  added  to  "aircraft  pollution". 

Number  of  Annual  Airline  Operations  Sec.   Ill,  p  2).     The  limit  is  given  as 
310,000  per  year,   assuming  larger  aircraft.     With  31,000  projected  passengers 
per  year,  this  is  only  100  passengers  per  flight.     Noting  that  the  747  can 
carry  about  360  passengers,  this  implies  that: 

a)  planes  will  be  flying  at  much  less  than  capacity 

b)  the  limit  will  not  be  reached 

c)  that  cargo  would  be  of  major  importance 
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Suggest  ions : 

a)  reduce  the  number  of  flights  so  as  to  increase  the  passenger  load 
factor 

b)  limit  the  expansion  plans 

c)  build  a  cargo  airport  somewhere  else  and  rely  upon  ground  trans- 
portation to  deliver  to  San  Francisco. 

Water  (Sec.   IV,  p  14).     How  does  the  Water  department  plan  to  supply  350  mgd? 
What  is  the  upper  limit  that  could  easily  be  supplied? 

Natural  Gas  (Sec.   Ill,  p  16).     Noting  that  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  is  trying 
to  convert  from  natural  gas  to  high  sulfer  content  oil,   and  that  Occidental 
Petroleum  signed  a  deal  with  Russia  for  vast  amounts  of  natural  gas  because 
the  Western  supply  is  dwindling,  just  how  long  can  natural  gas  be  expected 
to  serve  as  a  fuel,  and  should  it  be  relied  upon  in  this  project? 

Aviation  Fuel  (Sec.   Ill,  p  17),     I  would  really  be  interested  in  seeing  the 
calculation  of  how  aviation  fuel  consumption  is  expected  to  rise  by  only  11% 
to  250,000  gallons  per  day. 

Solid  Waste  Disposal  (  Sec.   Ill,  p  7).     Are  there  any  plans  for  additional 
waste  recycling,   such  as  reusing  plastic  or  using  it  for  a  fuel  for  power 
production? 

Electrical  Load  (Sec.   Ill,  p  19).     In  light  of  the  recent  energy  crisis,  I 
wonder  whether  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  will  be  able  to  obtain  the  fuel  to 
supply  SFIA  with  90    mva.     I  suspect  that  either  high  sulfur  content  oil  or 
nuclear  reactors  would  have  to  be  used,   both  of  which  have  unresolved  environ- 
mental impacts. 

Terminal  Building  Air  (  Sec.  VI,  p  4) .     How  is  the  air  to  be  filtered  so  as 
to  remove  O3,  SO2,  CO,  NOx,  unburned  hydrocarbons  and  aerosols,   and  what  is 
the  cost  of  this?    What  would  be  the  expected  levels  of  each  pollutant  in- 
side the  terminals? 

Use  of  Present  Rail  Facilities,  Upgraded  (  Sec,   VI,  p  6).     I  feel  that  more 
attention  should  be  given  to  increased  use  of  rail  facilities,   even  at  present 
train  speeds,   especially  for  intermediate  distances.     Other  regions,   such  as 
the  East  Coast  and  Europe,  have  extensive  rail  facilities  which  take  a 
tremendous  burden  off  of  auto  and  air  transportation. 

Auto  Emissions  (Sec.  VII,  p  2),     Using  present  laws  to  predict  future  auto 
emissions  is  very  dangerous.     The  auto  manufacturers  have  recently  persuaded 
the  government  to  roll  back  the  date  for  compliance  with  some  standards  one 
year  to  1976.     The  catalysist  system  which  is  receiving  much  support  now  must 
have  non-leaded  gas,   and  can  easily  be  poisoned.     So  far,   gasoline  consumption 
per  car  mile  has  risen  in  attempts  to  patch  up  engines  to  where  they  meet  some 
standards.     Detroit  has  been  reluctant  to  develop  engines  other  than  the  piston 
engine.     A  recent  finding  by  JPL,  Pasadena  scientists  that  adding  H2  to  the 
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fuel  can  reduce  emissions  by  providing  for  a  more  complete  combustion  is 
promising.     Still,   I  would  be  reluctant  to  accept  a  statement  that  auto 
emissions  per  car  mile  would  decrease  by  a  factor  of  8  by  1985. 

Construction  Materials  (Sec,  VIII,  p  2).     The  tons  and  tons  of  needed  con- 
struction materials  will  put  a  heavier  load  on  the  highways,   creating  traffic 
problems,  as  well  as  additional  wear  on  the  highways.     Furthermore,  the 
materials  must  come  from  somewhere,  and  will  further  degrade  the  environment 
where  they  are  removed  or  processed.     I  think  this  point  should  be  considered 
further. 

670  Construction  Workers  (Sec  VIII,  p  3).     These  workers  are  going  to  require 
housing  and  services;  one  might  expect  up  to  5000  new  residents  in  terms  of 
their  families  and  support  type  jobs.     Also,   after  they  would  complete  the 
airport,   they  would  want  to  start  some  other  project  in  order  to  remain 
employed . 

Property  Tax  Increase  (Sec,   IX,  p  5) .     It  is  unfair  to  state  the  increases  in 
property  taxes  on  the  projected  4,400  acres  which  would  be  developed  without 
at  the  same  time: 

a)  estimating  the  additional  costs  of  services  which  would  have  to 
be  supplied  to  these  4,400  acres 

b)  estimating  the  increase  in  property  taxes  which  would  have  to  be 
assumed  by  these  already  there  (see  the  Livingstone  &  Blayney 
Report  on  Palo  Alto,  1971), 

Air  Quality  (Appendix),     This  section  seems  a  bit  out  of  date  and  incomplete. 
First  of  all,   in  Table  9,  hydrocarbons  should  be  included  since  there  is  a 
federal,   if  not  a  state,   standard  for  them  of  160  yg/cm^  (.24  ppm)  oyer  a 
3  hour  period.     Data  for  Burlingame  for  January,  February  and  March,  1973, 
provided  by  the    California  Air  Resources  Board,   shows  that  the  hydrocarbon 
concentration  reaches  4  to  10  ppm  at  least  one  hour  every  day,  well  in  excess 
of  fereral  standards.     Second,   the  carbon  monoxide  level  reaches  4  to  10  ppm 
at  least  one  hour  almost  every  day,  very  near  the  alarm  level,    if  it  were  to 
last  the  entire  day.     Third,   aircraft  exhasut  emissions  can  raise  the  air 
pollution  levels  at  the  airport  well  above  safe  limits  (     E.  Karl  Bastress, 
"impact  of  Aircraft  Exhaust  Emissions  at  Airports",   Environmental  Science 
and  Technology  Vol,   7,  #9,  Sept.   1973,  p  811),     This  is  also  shown  in  Table  7 
and  8,   but  glossed  over  in  the  text.     Fourth,   the  economic  and  health  effects 
of  air  pollution  should  be  reviewed  and  included  in  the     report   so  that  the 
"hidden  costs"  of  air  pollution  can  be  more  carefully  weighted  against  gains 
that  would  accrue  with  an  airport  expansion,     A  local  expert  on  some  of  the 
health  effects  of  air  pollution  is  Dr.  Robert  Stephens,  Stanford  Research 
Institute,  Menlo  Park,  94025.     Others  at  SRI  are  studying  economic  effects  of 
air  pollution. 
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One  last  suggestion  —  since  there  are  many  other  large  airports  in  existence 
or  in  the  planning  stages,   a  review  of  their  problems  would  most  likely  bring 
forth  additional  considerations  and  suggest  how  to  avoid  repeating  the  same 
mistakes  that  others  have  made. 

One  final  problem  —  while  SFIA  is  a  fairly  safe  airport,   there  have  been 
several  accidents  and  near  accidents.     With  a  more  than  doubling  in  size 
planned,   along  with  increased  population  in  the  area,   the  additional  liklihood 
of  death  from  accidents  should  be  considered  as  an  extra  risk  or  cost  of  the 
expansion  program. 

I  hope  these  points  will  be  of  interest  and  assistance  in  preparing  the  final 
EIR.   I  would  appreciate  receiving  a  copy  when  it  is  ready. 

Respectif ully  yours, 


William  B.  Grant 
Physicist 

1150  Laurel  St . ,  #2 
Menlo  Park,  Ca.  94025 

cc:     San  Francisco  Ecology  Center 
Edward  Dickson 
Joe  Carleton 
Kent  Dedrick 
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lepartmcnt  of  V/ater  Resources 
^116  Ninth  Street 
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Subject:    Comments  on  San 
Francisco  Airport  Expansion 
Project 

SCH.  No.  730219^3 


Date  : 


September  6,  1973 


it  tent  ion:    Mr.  Ken  Fellows 


r  Resources  Board 


ince  we  originally  commented  on  this  environmental   impact  report  in  March 
f  1973,  there  have  been  changes  in  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
EPA)  rules  and  regulations  which  may  affect  the  project.    The  proponents 
hould  examine  the  complex  source  regulation  published  in  the  Federal 
egister,  Volume  38,  No.  116,  Monday,  June  18,  1973  and  the  proposed  EPA 
ransportat ion  plan  for  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  dated  July  16,  1973. 
egulations  with  regard  to  construction,  modification,  or  enlargement  of 
arking  facilities  are  effective  beginning  August  15,  1973  by  order  of  the 
.S.  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  District  of  Columbia  Circuit  (issued  July  26, 
973  in  the  matter  of  Natural  Resources  Defense  Council    Inc.  v.  Envi  ron-.enta I 
rotection  Agency) . 


n  the  absence  of  state  regulations,  it  is  our  understanding  that  EPA  would 
ave  to  approve  the  parking  lot  expansion  in  the  San  Francisco  Airport 
xpansion  Program  before  construction  could  proceed.     It  may  not  be  possible 
ith  presently  available  data  to  shcv/  that  the  parking  lot  expansion  v.ould 
ot  interfere  with  the  attainment  and  maintenance  of  air  quality  standards, 
f  this  parking  expansion  is  the  key  to  proceeding  with  the  remainder  of  the 
reject,  it  may  present  a  significant  problem. 

t  is  recommended  that  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning  contact 
egion  IX  of  the  EPA  located  at  100  California  Street,  San  Francisco  for 
larif ication. 


illiam  C.  *Lockett,  Chief 
valuation  and  Planning 


RECr^lVuD 


t  • 


CD'S  (1  l.  fi  ■  -  ..rir  r.-rml 


OABAG 

Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments 


Hotel  Claremont  •  Berkeley,  California  94705  -(415)841-9730 
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Mr.  Al  Ian  Jacobs 
Planning  Director 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
100  Larki  n  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA.  94104 

Dear  Mr.  Jacobs: 

The  following  comments  represent  the  findings  of  a  staff  review  of  the  revised 
Draft  Environmental    Impact  Report  for  the  San  Francisco  Airport  expansion. 
Since  a  considerable  amount  of  time  was  spent  on  an  evaluation  of  the  January, 
1973  environmental   report  (a  copy  of  that  review  is  enclosed)  and  a  formal  re- 
view of  the  overall  expansion  program  will  be  undertaken  within  a  few  months, 
the  present  review  has  been  limited  to  a  few  items  of  major  concern.     It  should 
be  emphasized  at  the  outset  that  the  intent  of  this  letter  is  only  to  evaluate 
the  adequacy  of  the  information  included  in  this  report.     The  31  million  passenger 
level   recommended  in  the  Regional  Airport  Systems  Study  Plan  was  based  on  findings 
which  indicated  that  the  desired  quality  of  Bay  Area  environment  could  be  main- 
tained even  at  that  level  of  aviation  activity  as  long  as  the  Plan's  criteria 
on  access,  airspace  and  runway  capacity,  noise  and  air  quality  were  adhered  to. 
Statements  in  the  EIR  to  the  effect  that  the  RASS  Committee  recommended  that  SFO 
expand  to  the  proposed  31  MAP  capacity  should,  therefore,  be  qualified  by  speci- 
fication of  the  conditions  which  RASS  imposed.     The  forthcoming  formal  review 
of  the  overall  expansion  will   involve  a  substantive  analysis  of  the  program  and 
a  finding  of  consistency  with  the  RASS  Final  Plan  based  on  an  evaluation  of  the 
airport's  continuing  capability  of  meeting  the  Plan's  performance  criteria. 

I .      No  i  se 

Although  the  revised  Draft  EIR  includes  a  map  of  the  recomputed  pro- 
jected 185  CNEL  contours,  the  specific  information  (itemized  on  p.  D- 1 0) 
used  to  plot  the  contours  is  not  provided.     It  would  be  impossible, 
therefore,  even  for  a  person  with  a  high  level  of  technical  aviation 
expertise  to  evaluate  the  validity  of  the  assumptions  made. 

While  the  EIR  does  state  that  the  1985  65  CNEL  contour  would  enclose  an 
area  of  2.7  square  miles,  there  is  no  indication  as  to  the  type  of  land 
use  encompassed.     It  Is  apparent,  however,  that  at  least  one  San  Bruno 
school   (Belle  Air)  would  be  impacted  by  airport  noise  even  in  1985.  How 
many  residential  units  are  located  within  the  projected  1985    65  CNEL 
contour?     If  any  incompatible  uses  exist,   land  acquisition,  as  noted'  in 
the  RASS  Final  Plan,  may  be  required.    The  EIR,  however,  says  that  no 
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displacement  or  relocation  is  involved. 

Lastly,  although  the  EIR  makes  reference  to  the  State  noise  stand- 
ards (p.   I  I  1-7,  D-5)   it  does  not  indicate  that  the  Public  Utilities 
Code  established   limitations  even  prior  to  1985.     These  intermediate 
steps  (Sec.  21669,  S  5012)  are: 


2.  A  i  r  Qua  I  i ty 

It  is  not  clear  from  the  EIR  whether  the  1985  estimates  of  air  con- 
taminant emissions  consider  the  impact  of  ancillary  facilities  (motels, 
hotels,  resturants  and  other  commercial  and  industrial  establishments 
attracted  to  locate  near  the  airport)  as  well  as  passengers  and  air- 
port employees.     The  EIR  states  that  vehicles  going  to  and  from  the 
airport  are  expected  to  produce  38  tons  of  pollutants  per  day.  This 
estimate  represents  a  proportionate  share  of  the  regional  total  of 
80  tons  per  day  quoted  in  the  RASS  Final   Plan.     As  the  largest  air- 
port in  the  Bay  Area,  however,   it  is  reasonable  to  assume  that  SFO  will 
attract  a  disproportionately  large  share  of  airport-related  facilities. 

Finally,  rather  than  including  specific  measures  to  reduce  air  quality 
impacts  by  reducing  the  use  of  the  private  automobile,  the  EIR  re- 
lies on  enforcement  of  the  Federal   Environmental  Protection  Agency's 
emission  requirements  as  the  primary  means  of  reducing  air  pollution. 
The  State  Resources  Agency's  guidelines  define  mitigation  measures  as 
"measures  written  into  the  project  plan  to  reduce  significant  environ- 
mentally adverse  facilities.  Now  roadways,  and  o  71   percent  incrooso 
in  public  parking  are  not  sufficient  measures  to  mitigate  negative 
impacts  on  air  quality.     They  may,    in  fact,  all   tend  to  encourage  auto- 
mobile use  thereby  contributing  to  the  anticipated  twofold  increase 
in  the  number  of  cars  traveling  to  and  from  the  airport  and  the  in- 
creased emission  of  air  contaminants.     Aside  from  a  L3ART  extension, 
which  may  never  be  realized,  other  steps  to  stimulate  public  transportation 
usage  should  be  specified.     Even  if  BART  is  extended  to  the  airport, 
additional  downtown  terminals  and  express  bus  service  between  the 
airport  and  its  service  areas  can  contribute  to  further  reductions  in 
automobile  use.     Other  mitigation  measures  could  include  improved  bus 
facilities  and  operations  at  the  airport  comparable  to  or  more  attractive 
than  the  improvement    planned  to  accommodate  automobiles. 

3.  Wastewater  Treatment 

Although  the  level  of  service  anticipated  by  the  proposed  industrial 
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wastewater  treatment  plan  is  relatively  limited,  the  impacts 
associated  with  this  type  of  facility  justify  fuller  discussion. 
If  this  were  a  separate  wastewater  treatment  project  a  full  EIR 
would,   in  all    likelihood,  be  required.     Inclusion  as  a  component 
of  a  larger  project  does  not  reduce  the  responsibility  to  address 
a  I  I    items  normal ly  considered  in  an  EIR  for  this  type  of  faci  I  i ty 

4.      Non-Commercial  Aviation 


The  EIR  indicates  that  60,000  operations  a  year,    16  percent  of  the 
total,  will  be  general  aviation  and  government  aircraft  operations. 
Have  these  been  included  in  the  computations  of  projected  air  quality 
and  noise  levels?    This  is  significant  because  of  the  different 
characteristics  of  these  planes, such  as  the  higher  noise  level  of 
mill tary  a  i  rcraf t . 


5.      Ground  Access 


The  January,   1973,  EIR  indicated  that,   in  conjunction  with  the  inter- 
state Route  380  project,  the  Bayshore  Freeway  would  be  reconstructed 
and  expanded  from  the  airport  Interchange  north  to  the  1-380  interchange. 
It  was  our  understanding  that  this  project  would  be  a  separate  roadway, 
parallel  to  the  Bayshore,  and  designed  to  accommodate  the  increased 
flows  which  would  be  generated  by  expanded  airport  operations.  Although 
the  August  EIR  refers  to  completion  of  1-380,  "between  Interstate  280 
and  the  Airport",  this  project  is  not  specifically  listed.    V^e  would 
appreciate  clarification  of  this  difference. 


6.      Project  Cost 

The  State  Guidelines  require  that  the  EIR  Include  a  description  of  the 
project's  economic  characteristics.    We  feel  that  the  itemized  cost 
information  Included  In  the  January  Draft  Ell^  should,  therefore,  be  in- 
cluded In  the  El  R  finally  adopted  for  this  project.     It  would  be  desirable 
if  the  report  also  indicated  which  components  are  intended  to  be  financed 
by  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration's  Airf^ort  Oavolopmctit  Aid  Pro()ram 
and   Included  more  specific  cost  Information  on  related  State- f i nanced 
projects  such  as  1-380. 

We  hope  these  comments  will  be  of  assistance  in  your  own  review  of  the  EIR.  We 
would  appreciate  receiving  a  copy  of  the  final  report  when  it  is  adopted  as  well 
as  comments  made  by  other  agencies  and  Individuals.     If  further  information  is 
required  concerning  the  issues  addressed  above,  please  contact  Vivian  N.  Brown, 
Environmental  Review  Coordinator. 


S I ncerdiy  yours. 


'ener 
anning  and 


Project  Review 


homas  Bertken,  San  Francisco  International  Airport 
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ephcn  Fraser  100  Larkm  Street 


Mr.   R.   Spencer  Steele 
Acting  Environmental  Reviev;  Officer 


San  Francisco,  California  94102 
Dear  Mr.  Steele: 


ler  Tamaras  Following  are  comments  of  the  Bay  Area  Air  Pollution 

Control  District  relative  to  the  Draft  EIR  on  the 
ATEo  COUNTS  San  Francisco  Airport  Expansion  as  requested  by 

'.'n^ie'nkam'p  you  In  your  letter  of  August  10  ,  1973  : 


1.     The  report  indicates  that  total  operations  will  be 
reduced  from  333,000  passenger  airline  operations 
per  year  currently  to  310,00  0  operations  by  19  85. 

There  may  be  questions  raised  on  this  estimated 


.MA  COUNTY  number  of  operations.     Information  in  the  RASS 

Report  which  discusses  possible  changes  m 


scheduling  and  the  effect  on  total  number  of 
operations  and  the  use  of  cleaner  engines. 


2.     Assuming  a  maximum  of  310,000  operations  per  year, 
there  will  be  a  decrease  in  emissions  from  air- 
craft by  1985  because  of  the  lower  number  of 
operations  and  the  use  of  cleaner  engines. 


3.  The  report  indicates  that  by  19  85  twice  as  many 
motor  vehicles  will  travel  to  the  airport  than  do 
today,  but  that  auto  emissions  v/ill  be  reduced  from 
183  tons  per  day  today  to  38  tons  per  day  in  1935. 
This  should  result  in  improved  air  quality  by  19  85. 

4.  The  impact  of  auto  emissions  on  air  quality  in  the 
intervening  years  between  1972  and  1985  were  not 
evaluated. 


5.     The  impact  of  auto  emissions  on  air  quality  in 
surrounding  local  communities  caused  by  changes 
in  local  traffic  resulting  from  congested  routes 
to  the  airport  was  not  evaluated  for  the  1985  period 
or  for  the  intervening  period  between  1972  and  19  85. 
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It  will  be  important  to  evaluate  items  4  and  5  in 
terms  of  emissions  from  motor  vehicle  mixes  which 
will  be  travelling  to  the  airport  during  the  inter- 
vening years.     That  is  to  say  that  increasing  numbers 
of  motor  vehicles  travelling  to  the  airport  will 
increase  emissions  until  all  vehicles  are  meeting 
the  19  75-76  standards.     This  impact  on  air  quality 
should  be  evaluated. 

6.  The  projected  increase  in  fuel  requirements  for 
heating  purposes  at  the  airport  should  be  evaluated 
in  terms  of  the  impact  on  air  quality  based  upon 
fuels  which  will  be  available  during  the  period 
1972-1985.     Specifically,  the  use  of  high  sulfur 
fuel  oil  for  such  purposes  should  be  evaluated  in 
terms  of  air  quality  effects. 

Should  the  total  BTU  heat  input  exceed  10  million 
BTU's  per  hour,  a  permit  would  be  required  from  the 
District  for  the  construction  of  the  heating  plant. 
At  that  time  an  evaluation  would  be  made  on  the 
impact  of  fuel  usage  on  air  quality  in  conformance 
V7ith  the  requirements  of  Division  13,  Regulation  2. 

7.  The  EPA  v/ill  be  promulgating  rules  on  October  15, 
1973  which  v/ill  require  that  permits  for  the  construc- 
tion of  complex  sources  consider  air  quality  effects 
of  such  sources.     The  Board  of  Directors  of  this 
District  has  indicated  that  its  regulatory  authority  will 
be  extended  to  include  such  consideration  in  its  permit 
procedure.     It  is  not  clear  at  this  time  if  complex 
sources  v/hich  have  had  substantial  v;orlc  started  prior 

to  the  extension  of  the  District's  authority  to  such 
sources  would  be  required  to  obtain  a  permit. 


Sincerely , 


Hilton  Folds  to in 
Deputy  y^.ir  Pollution 
Control  Officer 
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Statement 

It  was  contended  that  the  noise  contours  developed  by  Wyle 
Laboratories  used  FAA -aircraft  industry  EPNL  data  standards  and 
are  invalid.    This  contention  was  based  on  a  study  by  an  environ- 
mental acoustics  consultant  from  the  University  of  California  who 
calls  the  FAA -aircraft  industry  standard  EPNL,  data  for  rating  jet 
noise  in  communities  invalid.    The  consultant  states  that  during 
unfunded  noise  surveys  in  communities  beneath  aircraft  flight  paths 
for  Los  Angeles  International  Airport  50%  of  the  jet  aircraft  noise 
measurements  were  5  to  15  DB  higher  than  the  FAA -aircraft  industry 
standard  EPNL  used  for  rating  jet  noise  in  communities. 

Answer 

The  statement  that  Wyle  Laboratories  used  the  EPNL  basic  noise 
measure  in  developing  their  noise  contours  is  incorrect.     The  basic 
noise  measure  used  by  Wyle  Laboratories  was  the  single  event  noise 
exposure  level  (SENEL)  to  arrive  at  the  community  noise  environment 
level  (CNEL)  on  which  their  contours  were  based.    Wyle  Laboratories 
projected  the  CNEL  contours  for  Los  Angeles  International  Airport. 
These  projected  contours  were  later  verified  from  readings  of  actual 
operations  and  were  found  to  be  accurate  within  2  DB.    Wyle  Labora- 
tories also  projected  the  CNEL  contours  for  San  Francisco  Interna- 
tional Airport  and  they  consider  that  this  projection  is  at  least  as 
accurate  as  that  for  Los  Angeles  International  Airport.    The  only 
truly  valid  CNEL  contours  are  those  produced  from  noise  data  pro- 
vided by  a  continuously  operating  noise  monitoring  system.  San 
Francisco  International  Airport  has  included  such  a  system  as  a 
project  in  the  Expansion  Program  and  intends  to  put  it  into  operation 
as  soon  as  possible. 
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